A REPLY TO TREWAVAS (1985) by P. H. GREENWOOD (Department of Zoology, British Museum (Natural History), London SW7 5BD, U.K.)
In a recent paper, TREWAVAS (1985) criticises my devaluation of the pharyngeal apophysis as a character for determining cichlid intrarelationships, especially at the suprageneric level (GREENWOOD, 1978 preclude their having a shared recent common ancestry).
From that common ground, however, our views diverge. As I see it, and from those premises, it would follow that the Tilapia-type apophysis can only be treated as a symplesiomorphic feature in the different taxa which possess it, and so cannot be used to establish interrelationships (pace TREWAVAS, 1983:1). It also follows that, since the Haplochromis-type apophysis has evolved more than once, its shared occurrence in different taxa does not necessarily mean that it is a synapomorphy for those taxa and thus indicative of their having a shared common ancestry; it could equally be an example of homoplasy unless it is associated with other and congruent synapomorphic features.
Thus I would argue, as I did in 1978, that in itself (as it was used by REGAN, 1920) the apophysis must be rejected "...as a character of any value in formulating suprageneric relationships and that it is probably of little or restricted value in classification below that level as well" (GREENWOOD, 1978:322) .
As an aside, mention should be made of a point which neither TREWAVAS (1985) nor I (GREENWOOD, 1978) have considered previously. Namely, that during its ontogeny the Haplochromis-type of apophysis passes through a Tilapia-type condition before the basioc-cipital contributions are added to its articular surface (see ISMAIL, VERRAES and HUYSSEUNE, 1982:524) . Such a sequence of events raises the possibility that, in at least some instances, a Tilapia-type apophysis could represent a paedomorphic state and thus be a derived rather than a primitive feature. Only a knowledge of ontogeny can resolve that dilemma.
There are other points in Trewavas' paper which require comment, especially her statement "...I find it regrettable that his (i. e. Greenwood's) diminishing of its (i.e. the apophysis') value should result in its total neglect". As an example of that 'neglect', she refers to a paper by YAMAOKA (1983:131) 
